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Executive Summary
One of Nevada's highest priorities is safe
and drug-free schools. To help determine
whether that priority is being achieved, the
1997 Nevada State Legislature passed
Assembly Bill 376 that calls for an
evaluation of the effectiveness of substance
abuse programs that are used in the public
schools. This report meets the requirements
of AB 376 to evaluate the effectiveness of
substance abuse programs in Nevada. It
focuses on the extent to which Nevada
school districts implement research-based
effective substance abuse prevention
programs and practices. The report
achieves an added purpose of determining whether Nevada public schools are consistent withnew federal initiatives which directs school districts to implement research-based programsin substance abuse and violence prevention.

One part of the evaluation analyzed the results from two statewide surveys on substance useand violent behaviors (the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Student Surveyfrom 1994 and 1996, and the Youth Risk Behavior Survey from 1993, 1995, and 1997).Overall, current trends among Nevada students show that most drug use (other thanmarijuana and cocaine) and violent behavior have peaked, and are now declining. The trendin Nevada mirrors the present trend across the United States. It suggests that anti-drugprevention activities may be taking hold with Nevada youth. However, while the possibleslowdown of illicit drug use among Nevada children is encouraging, the rates of use remainexceptionally high, and in several cases are above the national average. The evaluation foundthat

Nevada Assembly Bill 376, Section 52.1

...the Department ofEducation shall
conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of
substance abuse programs which are used in
the public schools. ...The evaluation must
include, without limitation, a review of the
results of all surveys and information
relating to the use of drugs and alcoholic
beverages by pupils which has been collected
by the public schools in this state during the
immediately preceding 5 years.

Alcohol continues to be the drug of choice among Nevada students; however,
progress has been made. That is, the percentage of students who had a drink beforethe age of 13 decreased and the percentage of students who had at least one drinkdecreased. In addition, "binge drinking" seems to be decreasing, but Nevada studentsare still above the national average for binge drinking.

Tobacco use is declining in most areas: the percentage of students who smokedtobacco before the age of 13 decreased, and daily smoking seems to have decreased.Only the lifetime use of smoking tobacco remained stable. Both the lifetime andfrequent use of chewing tobacco are declining. In addition, the lifetime and frequentuse of smoking and chewing tobacco is below the national average.
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The use of marijuana seems to be increasing, and Nevada students are above the
national average. Although the percentage of students who used marijuana before the
age of 13 decreased, its frequent use has increased, and lifetime use of marijuana
remained unchanged. Nevada students exceed the national levels for both lifetime and
frequent use.

The use of other drugs by Nevada students remains relatively low. The use of these
drugs, other than cocaine, seems to have peaked and is now declining. Lifetime use of
cocaine, however, has increased substantially and has surpassed national rates.
Frequent use of cocaine seems to have peaked and appears to be declining.

The percentage of students who reported fighting on school property or bringing a
weapon to school has declined. The percentage of students who fight frequently or
bring weapons to school frequently, however, has remained the same.

The prevalence rate of students who rode in a vehicle with someone under the
influence decreased but the percentage of students who reported doing this behavior
frequently remained stable. The percentage of students driving under the influence
(both prevalence and frequency rates) increased slightly over previous years.

Use of alcohol and marijuana on school property has increased.

In addition to analyzing state trends in substance abuse and violent behaviors, the evaluation
also

identified the substance abuse and violence prevention programs currently used in
Nevada public schools, and

analyzed the effectiveness of the substance abuse prevention programs by
determining:

whether they were effective research-based programs, and

the extent to which the school district prevention efforts included 16 "best
practices" in substance abuse programs identified for the purpose of this study.

The evaluation identified several key findings about substance abuse and violence prevention
programs in Nevada.

,P Funding is inadequate in most school districts for implementing the type of
prevention programs that schools need. The majority of funds for substance abuse
and violence prevention in Nevada comes from the U.S. Department of Education
through the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (SDFSCA) program.
Most school districts in Nevada received an average of $4.48 per student. Five
schools districts received additional funds from SDFSCA because of the high
incidence of substance use and violence within the district: they received an average
of $6.71 per student. Overall, Nevada school districts received an average of $6.40
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per pupil which is in the low end of the national average of $6 to $8 per student.
Although most school districts as well as local service agencies (most notably the
county Sheriffs Departments) contributed some resources for prevention efforts, the
level of funding is still inadequate in most districts. Limited funding almost always
means that schools and districts must make some difficult choices concerning what
and how much to implement in prevention efforts.

Nevada school districts used multiple components. Most of the school districts
implemented both classroom instruction and student support services as part of their
prevention efforts. While much of the literature on research and practices in
prevention describes school-based programs as consisting primarily or entirely of
classroom-based instruction, most Nevada school districts use a combination of
classroom instruction and nonclassroom instruction such as Student Assistance
Programs and Counseling Programs. These support services are considered one of 16
best practices' in substance abuse prevention identified in this study.

Nevada school districts use a wide variety of commercial, locally developed, and
general models of substance abuse and violence prevention programs. In all, the
evaluation identified 65 different substance abuse and violence prevention programs:
23 commercial programs, 21 locally developed programs, and 11 general program
models, such as peer mentoring programs and Student Assistance Programs. Most of
the prevention programs were focused to serve all students at the school or within a
grade span (universal) rather than targeted at an at-risk population (selected) or
students already involved in drug use (indicated).

Nevada school districts use five primary substance abuse and violence prevention
programs. The evaluation identified five primary substance abuse and violence
prevention programs used in Nevada public schools: D.A.R.E., Here's Looking at
You 2000, Natural Helpers, Student Assistance Programs (SAP), and Counselor
Programs. Ten of the 13 districts implemented at least three of these programs.
Although D.A.R.E. was implemented by all 13 schools districts that participated in
the evaluation, Here's Looking at You 2000 (implemented by eight school districts)
should be considered the primary substance abuse prevention program in Nevada
because it serves more students. It is implemented in many grade levels within each
district, often grades K through 12. D.A.R.E., on the other hand, is typically
implemented in just one or two grade levels within a district, e.g., grade 5.

The effectiveness of the five primary prevention programs in Nevada is mixed. The
five primary prevention programs in Nevada include an effective program, two
promising practices, one program that is not effective, and one program that has not
been researched. Here's Looking at You 2000 is considered an effective research-

The 16 best practices include 12 related to curriculum and instruction and four related to support services and
planning and implementation.
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based program, but the research on D.A.R.E. has found only marginally positiveresults,2 and must be considered not effective as a program. Both Student AssistancePrograms and Counseling Programs are considered promising practices butresearchers must conduct additional evaluation studies on them before theireffectiveness can be determined. Natural Helpers has not been researched.
Nevada schools districts use six other substance abuse prevention programsfrequently. The evaluation identified six other programs that are used by at least fourschool districts in Nevada. The six programs include Positive Alternative Activities,Quest, Know Your Body, Project ALERT, Peer Mentoring Programs, and SummerPrograms.

1 ) The effectiveness of the otherfrequently usedprevention programs in Nevada hasnot been completely determined. The potential effectiveness of theseprograms,however, is positive. Of the six other frequently used programs, two are effectiveresearch-based programs (Project ALERT and Know Your Body) and one isconsidered a promising practice (Positive Alternative Activities). The evaluation didnot uncover research on the other three programs; however, the one commercialprogram (Quest) was analyzed as to whether it contained the 12 "curriculum andinstruction best practices" in substance abuse prevention identified for this evaluation.Quest included most of the best practices. Together, the results suggest that theprograms may produce positive results.
,J) Most school districts conductedfairly comprehensive needs assessments. The Safeand Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act requires school districts to conduct acomprehensive needs assessment. Most school districts fulfilled this requirement byexamining local results on statewide surveys as well as collecting additional localdata such as referrals, suspensions, expulsions, and dropout rates. In addition, manyschool districts implemented prevention programs to address their identified needs.

Most districts did not conduct systematic evaluations of their substance abuse andviolence prevention programs. All school districts identified program goals for theirdrug and violence prevention efforts as required by the SDFSCA program. Inaddition, most program goals were measurable. Most school districts, however, didnot measure school district progress toward meeting program goals nor measure theeffectiveness ofprograms or practices to identify areas for improvement.
The overall conclusion of the study is that Nevada school districts are similar to other schooldistricts across the nation. While Nevada school districts implement some effective research-based programs and practices, most programs currently in place have not been evaluatedproperly.

2 Research on D.A.R.E. has found no effect for overall drug use and its effects were smaller when compared to
25 other programs. Research also found positive effects on tobacco, drug knowledge, and social skills.
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The evaluation was unable to answer three important questions given the scope and shorttimeframe for the study. The evaluation was unable to link programs with outcomes, todetermine whether programs are implemented consistently across schools and classroomswithin each district, and whether each student receives an integrated, comprehensivesubstance abuse program from the various practices and programs that districts implement.Nevada and individual school districts must conduct a more comprehensive study to answerthese three important questions.
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

Introduction
The 1997 Nevada State Legislature passed Assembly Bill 376 that calls for an evaluation of
the effectiveness of substance abuse programs used in the public schools. AB 376 states that
the evaluation must include a review of the results of all surveys and other information re-
lating to the use of drugs and alcoholic beverages by pupils which has been collected by Ne-
vada public schools over the last five years.

The purpose of the evaluation is to improve substance abuse programs in Nevada public
schools, confirming that safe and drug-free schools are a priority in Nevada. The Nevada De-
partment of Education (NDE), in consultation with educational personnel, counselors, pupils
and parents will make recommendations on whether to eliminate or combine certain sub-
stance abuse programs to create a more effective substance abuse program for Nevada
schools. NDE will submit those recommendations to the director of the Legislative Counsel
Bureau who will convey them to the Nevada legislature. The report achieves an added pur-
pose of determining whether Nevada public schools implement research-based programs in
substance abuse and violence preventionconsistent with new federal initiatives.

Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Funds in Nevada

The primary source of funds in Nevada' to help schools and communities develop substance
abuse and violence prevention programs-is the U. S. Department of Education (USDE). In
1987, Congress enacted the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act to address the in-
creased use of alcohol and other drugs among youth. The law was designed to encourage co-
operation among schools, parents, communities, and other agencies in reaching the national
goal of creating a drug-free society. As school safety also became a national concern, the
program was reauthorized in 1994 as the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act
(SDFSCA) under Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.2

The U.S. Department of Education administers the program and distributes funds to each
state based on the number of school-aged youth residing within that state, except for mini-
mum-funded states.3 Approximately 80 percent of the funds authorized by the program are
distributed to state educational agencies to support school-based programs. The remaining 20
percent of the funds are allocated to Governors' offices, or designees, to support either
school- or community-based programs for youth.

In fact, the U.S. Department of Education is the primary source of funds for school-based drug prevention
program in most states.
2 This evaluation collected information on both substance abuse and violence prevention programs since
SDFSCA is the primary funding source for both. The report identifies both the substance abuse and violence
prevention programs in Nevada. The analysis of the effectiveness of the programs, however, focuses on sub-
stance abuse prevention programs.
' Nevada is a minimum-funded state and has received the minimum allocation since 1987 when the program
was established. As a highly populated minimum-funded state, Nevada receives less Title IV funds per pupil
than most other states.

I
Nevada Department of Education
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Progra,

The Nevada Department of Education receives 80 percent of the SDFSCA funds allocated tothe state. NDE distributes 91 percent of the funds to local districts based on student enroll-ment and high incidence of violence and drug use4 and uses 9 percent for administration andto provide training and technical assistance. The remaining 20 percent of state funds areawarded to the Bureau of Alcohol and Drug Abuse (BADA)-the Governor's designee-thatfunds community-based drug prevention programs through a competitive application process.Table 1 shows the SDFSCA allocations for all 17 Nevada school districts. There are twotypes of SDFSCA allocations, "basic" and "greatest needs." All districts are eligible to re-ceive a basic allocation determined by student enrollment. In Nevada, the per pupil basic al-location was $4.48. Nevada awarded $1,320,624 in basic allocations.
Table 1. Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities ActAllocations for Fiscal Year 1997-98

School District Total Enroll-
ments

Basic Alloca-
tion

"Greatest
Needs" Funds

Total Alloca-
tionCarson City 8,478 $37,939

$37,939Churchill 4,772 $21,355 $33,299 $54,654Clark 188,480 $843,448 $352,786 $1,196,234Douglas 7,336 $32,448
$32,448Elko 10,590 $47,390
$47,390Esmeralda* 123 $592

$592Eureka* 332 $1,486
$1,486Humboldt 4,046 $18,106

$18,106Lander 1,820 $8,145 $28,165 $36,310Lincoln* 1,108 $4,958
$4,958Lyon 5,893 $26,375 $35,250 $61,625Mineral 1,138 $5,093
$5,093Nye** 4,969 $22,236

$22,236Pershing 1,002 $4,484
$4,484Storey 493 $2,206
$2,206Washoe 52,602 $235,394 $116,480 $351,874White Pine** 1,919 $8,588
$8,588Totals 295,101 $1,320,624 $565,980 $1,886,604* Did not apply for basic allocation.

** Applied for basic allocation, but was not awarded funds.

4 Seventy percent of the funds are awarded to districts based on student enrolhnent and 30 percent are awardedto districts with high incidence of violence and drug abuse.5 Based on September 1996 enrollment figures and includes both public and private school students.

Nevada Department of Education 12
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

NDE awarded SDFSCA basic allocations to 12 school districts: three school districts did notapply for their basic allocation and two school districts submitted applications that were notfunded.6

Nevada awarded $565,980 in "greatest needs" funds to five districts' with high incidence ofsubstance abuse and violence. Each district received a minimum of $25,000 and $1.74 perchild. The greatest needs funds raised the average per pupil allocation to $6.71 for the fiveschool districts, ranging from $6.35 per pupil in Clark County to $19.95 per pupil in LanderCounty. In all, NDE awarded $1,886,604 in SDFSCA funds, or $6.40 per childwhich is onthe low end of the $6 to $8 per pupil range that SDFSCA awarded to states nationally duringthis period. To put these figures in context, a recent study concluded that $10 per pupil is in-adequate for implementing the type of prevention programs that schools need (Research Tri-angle Institute 1997).

All school districts contributed some resources to prevention efforts; however, the amount ofthe resources was small in most cases. In addition, several agencies, (notably the CountySheriff's Departments8) contributed resources to substance abuse and violence prevention.The amount of funds that school districts and other agencies contributed to substance abuseand violence prevention programs in Nevada public schools was not available to be includedin this evaluation report.

Organization of Report

The report includes four sections:

Current trends in substance abuse and violence in Nevada public schools,
"Best Practices" in substance abuse prevention programs,
Substance abuse and violence prevention programs used in Nevada public schools, and
Analysis of the effectiveness of substance abuse prevention programs and practices.

The report ends with findings and recommendations about substance abuse and violence pre-vention programs in Nevada.

6 The funds that were not awarded to the five districts were distributed to the other 12 districts.7 The greatest needs districts are the five districts most in need, or 10 percent of the districts most in need,whichever is greater.
Most County Sheriff's Departments contributed resources for Drug Abuse Resistance Education-D.A.R.E.

13
Nevada Department of Education
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Progran

Current Trends in Substance Abuse and Violence
The evaluation collected and reviewed the results from two statewide surveys administeredover the last five years: Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (SDFSCA) StudentSurvey and the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS).9 NDE administered the SDFSCA Stu-dent Survey to students in grades 6, 8, 10, and 12 in 1994 and 19961°, and administered theYRBS to students in grades 9 through 12 in 1993, 1995, and 1997. The results from thesetwo surveys allowed us to identify state trends in student substance use and violent behav-iors. In addition, we compared Nevada State survey results with national data, where avail-able. 11

As part of this evaluation effort, school districts were asked to submit any evaluation reportsof their districts' substance and violence prevention programs. We did not, however, receiveany evaluation reports. When interviewed about possible program evaluations, district coor-dinators reported that they did not formally evaluate their substance abuse and violence pre-vention programs. In fact, most districts did not collect data to determine whether the districthad achieved the substance abuse and violence prevention program goals outlined in theirSDFSCA applications.

Statewide Surveys

This section of the report presents data from the two statewide surveys on six topics
alcohol use,

tobacco use,

marijuana use,

other drugs,

anti-social behaviors, and
unsafe vehicle behaviors.

The results from the two surveys are presented separately for each topic since the surveysask, for the most part, different questions. Even in the case where the questions on each sur-vey are the same, it is inappropriate to compare results across the two surveys since the sur-veys were administered to different groups of students in different years, using slightlydifferent sampling methods. It is more important to compare the results from the administra-tion of one survey with previous administrations of the same survey, e.g., the 1997 YRBS re-

9 Copies of each of the five reports analyzed for this evaluation are available from the Nevada Department ofEducation.
IG NDE began administering the SDFSCA Student Survey biennially in 1989: the survey was revised in 1994.NDE also administered the SDFSCA Student Survey in Spring 1998; however, State data will not be availableuntil August 1998.
I' We compared results on the 1996 SDFSCA Student Survey with national results on the 1996 Monitoring theFuture Study with students in grades 8, 10, and 12. Although the 1997 YRBS was administered nationally, na-tional results will not be available until September 1998.

14Nevada Department ofEducation
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

sults are compared to the 1993 and 1995 YRBS results. Nevertheless, it is important to con-sider the results from each survey instrument when describing trends in substance abuse andviolence prevention. As a rule for this evaluation, the report identifies a trend when the re-sults from both surveys support the same claim. When the results from the two surveys dif-fer, the evaluation report describes the results as mixed and presents the most recent evidence(i.e., the YRBS results) as supporting either an increase or decrease in a behavior, whateverthe case may be.

Alcohol Use

Summary. The data from the two
statewide surveys show:

Alcohol is the most popular drug
among Nevada students.

The percentage of students who
reported as having their first full
drink by age 13 decreased over
both surveys.

The percentage ofNevada
students who have had at least
one drink (lifetime use)
decreased on the YRBS. Lifetime
alcohol use among Nevada
students, however, is above the national level at grade 8 and slightly below the nationallevels at grades 10 and 12.

ALCOHOL USE
BEHAVIOR

COMPARISON

Nevada National
Onset of behavior

T ***

Lifetime use
T <-

Frequent Use
*4 ,l,

Legend:
T = Positive
1 = Negative
÷4 = Mixed

*** = Not available

The evidence on changes in "binge drinking" among Nevada students is mixed; however,the most recent survey suggests that binge drinking may be declining. Nevertheless,binge drinking among Nevada students is above the national average for students ingrades 8, 10, and 12.

The percentage of students who had at least one drink on school property increased 25percent from 1995 to 1997.

SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 Survey showed that alcohol continues to be the mostpopular drug among Nevada students. Lifetime alcohol use was reported by more than aquarter of the students at grade 6 (28.4%), over half of students at grade 8 (59.8%), and ap-proximately three-fourths of the students at grades 10 and 12 (71.2% and 77.6%, respec-tively). Lifetime alcohol use is above the national level at grade 8 and slightly below thenational levels at grades 10 and 12. It is not possible to compare these results from previousyear's results because of a change in the questions asked of students, i.e., from separate

Nevada Department of Education 15
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

questions on the use of beer, wine, and hard liquor in previous years' surveys to a single
question on the use of alcohol in 1996.

The percentage of students who reported as having their first full drink by age 13 decreased
from 1994 to 1996: Tenth graders reported a decrease from 40.2 percent to 36.4 percent and
twelfth graders reported a decrease from 29.3 percent to 27.7 percent.

Students were also asked how often they had five or more drinks in a row (considered "binge
drinking") in the two weeks preceding the survey. In 1996, 26 percent of tenth graders and
32.7 percent of twelfth graders acknowledged such "binge drinking" compared to 1994 re-
sults of 23.3 percent and 27.9 percent, respectively. The proportion of Nevada students hav-
ing five or more drinks in a row in the two weeks prior to the survey exceeded the national
averages at grades 8, 10, and 12.

YRBS Survey. The 1997 YRBS Survey confirmed that alcohol is the most popular drug
among Nevada high school students with 79 percent having had at least one full drink of al-
cohol during their lifetime. Seventy-three percent of ninth-graders, 78 percent of tenth grad-
ers, 82 percent of eleventh graders, and 86 percent of twelfth graders drank alcohol at least
once. These figures represent a 4 percent decrease in the percentages reported on 1995 YRBS
Survey: 75 percent, 83 percent, 86 percent, and 90 percent, respectively. The 1997 lifetime
alcohol use level, however, is above the 1993 level of 77 percent.

Thirty-seven percent of Nevada high school students had their first full drink of alcohol be-
fore the age of 13: 43 percent of ninth graders, 40 percent of tenth graders, 31 percent of
eleventh graders, and 32 percent of twelfth graders. These figures represent a decrease of ap-
proximately 10 percent from the peak year of 1995 and are 2 percent below the 1993 levels.

The YRBS results showed a similar percentage of students (as the SDFSCA Survey) having
had more than five drinks in a row or "binge drinking": 23 percent for ninth graders, 31 per-
cent for tenth graders, 34 percent for eleventh graders, and 44 percent for twelfth graders.
These figures, however, represent a 3 percent decrease since the 1995 YRBS Survey and are
equivalent to figures reported on the 1993 YRBS Survey.

During 30 days prior to the survey, 8 percent of Nevada high school students had at least one
drink of alcohol on school property: 8 percent of ninth graders, 9 percent of tenth graders, 7
percent of eleventh graders and 10 percent of twelfth graders. This represents a 25 percent
increase over the 1995 YRBS Survey results.

Nevada Department of Education 6
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Tobacco Use

Summary. The data from the two statewide surveys show:

Smoking tobacco is the second most popular drug among Nevada students.
The percentage of students who
reported as having smoked a
cigarette before the age of 13
decreased from 1995 to 1997.

The evidence on changes in lifetime
smoking among Nevada students is
mixed. Increases for student use in
grades 6, 8, and 12 have been
matched by decreases for student
use in grades 9, 10, and 11.

The evidence on changes in daily

TOBACCO USE
BEHAVIOR

COMPARISON

Nevada National
Onset of behavior
e Smoking

Chewing
1' ***

***
Lifetime use

Smoking
Chewing

*---)

T
1'

T
Frequent Use

Smoking
Chewing 4---)

1"

1'

1'smoking among Nevada students is
also mixed; however, the most recent survey suggests that daily smoking may be declin-ing among Nevada students. The level of daily use of smoking tobacco is below the na-tional levels for grades 8, 10, and 12.

Lifetime use of chewing tobacco continues to be substantially below cigarette smoking,and has decreased for all grades, except grade 12, over the last few years. The level ofdaily use of chewing tobacco has also decreased for all grade levels over the past fewyears.

The percentage of students who smoked on school property decreased 14 percent from1995 to 1997.

SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 SDFSCA Student Survey continued to show that ciga-rette smoking ranked second in popularity to alcohol use among Nevada students at all fourgrade levels. From 1994 to 1996, the proportion of students who had ever smoked a cigaretteincreased significantly at grades 6 and 8 while remaining fairly stable at grades 10 and 12.That is, lifetime prevalence of smoking increased by 50 percent among six graders (from 9%to 13.5%) and rose by 13.5 percent among eighth graders (from 31.8% to 36.1%). Over thesame period, the proportion of students who had ever smoked dropped by less than one-halfof a percent at grade 10 (from 42.3% to 42.9%) and increased by 2.2 percent at grade 12(from 45.2% to 46.2%).

Daily smoking showed increases at all four grade levels from 1994 to 1996, more than dou-bling among Nevada sixth graders. Both lifetime and daily use measures showed that smok-

Nevada Department of Education 17
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ing among Nevada youth in grades 8, 10 and 12 to be considerably below the national aver-age.

Chewing tobacco continues to be less popular than smoking tobacco among Nevada youth. Inaddition, the proportion of students who had ever used chewing tobacco or used chewing to-bacco daily declined at all four grade levels from 1994 to 1996. Compared with national sta-tistics, only half as many Nevada students in grades 8 and 10 have ever tried chewingtobacco, and only two-thirds as many seniors report lifetime use as their counterparts acrossthe nation.

YRBS Survey. The 1997 YRBS Survey results confirm the results from the SDFSCA StudentSurvey for lifetime and frequent cigarette smoking. In terms of lifetime smoking, 69 percentof Nevada high school students have tried smoking tobacco, 62 percent of ninth graders, 68percent of tenth graders, 70 percent of eleventh graders and 77 percent of twelfth graders.Overall, this represents a 5 percent decrease in lifetime smoking from the peak year of 1995,even though lifetime smoking increased by 3 percent among twelfth graders. The lifetime usereported in 1997 represents only a slight increase in lifetime use reported by students on 1993YRBS Survey.

The 1997 YRBS also reported decreases in frequent cigarette smoking. Overall, daily ciga-rette smoking decreased by 14 percent from 1995 to 1997, but it is essentially level with thelevel reported on the 1993 YRBS Survey.

Twenty-three percent of high school students smoked a cigarette for the first time before theage of 13: 27 percent of ninth graders, 25 percent of tenth graders, 19 percent of eleventhgraders, and 21 percent of twelfth graders. The percentage of students who had smoked awhole cigarette before the age of 13 dropped more than 18 percent from the peak year of1995, and is 17 percent below the 1993 level.

During the 30 days prior to the survey, 15 percent ofNevada students smoked cigarettes onschool property: 10 percent of ninth graders, 15 percent oftenth graders, 18 percent of elev-enth graders, and 17 percent of twelfth graders. The percent of students who smoked onschool property decreased by 14 percent since the peak year of 1995, and is essentially levelwith 1993 results.

The proportion of Nevada students who use chewing tobacco is substantially below cigarettesmoking. Lifetime use of chewing tobacco was 7 percent for ninth graders, 8 percent fortenth graders, 9 percent for eleventh graders, and 15 percent for twelfth graders. Overall,these figures represent a 9 percent decline in the use ofchewing tobacco from 1995 to 1997even though use by twelfth graders increased a third.
The percentage of students who used chewing tobacco daily in 1997 was 2.1 percent, downfrom the 2.5 percent reported in 1995.

18
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Marijuana Use

Summary. The data from the two state-
wide surveys show:

Marijuana is the third most
frequently used drug among Nevada
students: ranging in use from 3.3
percent among sixth graders to 58
percent among twelfth graders.

The percentage of students who
tried marijuana for the first time
before age 13 decreased slightly
from 1995 to 1997.

Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

MARIJUANA USE
BEHAVIOR

COMPARISON

Nevada National
Onset of behavior

1' ***

Lifetime use
4-> 4.

(8,10)
Frequent Use

si, le
(8,10,12))

The level of lifetime marijuana use is mixed, i.e., the 1996 SDFSCA showed increasedlifetime use but the 1997 YRBS showed decrease use at grades 9 and 10, a leveling off atgrade 11, and a continued increase in use at grade 12. Lifetime use among Nevada stu-dents exceeds national levels for grades 8 and 10.
The level ofdaily use has increased substantially over the last few years at all grade lev-els, and it exceeds national levels at grades 8, 10, and 12.
The level of use of marijuana on school property increased slightly from 1995 to 1997.SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 Student Survey shows that marijuana use among Nevadastudents continues to be lower than use of alcohol or tobacco; however, it was closer in 1996than in previous years. In fact, it increased so substantially, that lifetime prevalence amongNevada students exceeded national levels at grades 8 and 10, and daily use ofmarijuana washigher than the national rate at grades 8, 10, and 12.

From 1994-96, lifetime use ofmarijuana nearly doubled among six graders from 3.3 percentto 6.1 percent. Lifetime use among eighth graders increased by nearly three-fourths, from16.5 percent to 28.8 percent. The increases among tenth and twelfth graders were smaller, butsignificant. Lifetime use at grade 10 climbed from 34 percent to 40.3 percent and climbedfrom 36.7 percent to 42.2 percent at grade 12.

The results show similar increases in frequent use (i.e., at least 6 times in the last year) anddaily use. From 1994 to 1996, frequent use nearly tripled in grade 6, more than doubled atgrade 8, and rose by one-fourth at grades 10 and 12. Daily use showed even greater rates ofincrease, especially at grades 6 and 8.

YRBS Survey. The 1997 YRBS results showed that nearly half (46%) of Nevada high schoolstudents have used marijuana at least once in their life: 33 percent, 46 percent, 52 percent and58 percent for students in grades 9 through 12 respectively. These figures represent a sub-
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stantial improvement for grades 9 and 10 (from 40% to 33 % for grade 9 and 50% to 46% for
grade 10). However, survey results show the same percentage of eleventh grade students re-
porting lifetime use (52%) from 1995, and a substantial increase for twelfth graders from
1995 to 1997 (50% to 58%). Overall, the figures represent a 3 percent decrease from 1995,
but are substantially above the 36 percent lifetime use reported in 1993.

Ten percent of Nevada students tried marijuana prior to the age of 13: 12 percent of ninth
graders, 13 percent of tenth graders, and 7 percent each of eleventh and twelfth graders.
These figures represent a 2 percent decrease in the percentage of students who had tried
marijuana before age 13 in 1995, but are still above the 9 percent reported by students in
1993.

Although the YRBS does not ascertain daily use, the survey asked students how many times
they had used marijuana over the last 30 days. Overall, 7.4 percent of students reported us-
ing marijuana 20 or more times in the previous 30 days. The figure represents a significant
increase over the 6.1 percent of students who reported that frequency of use in 1995, and an
even greater increase over the 4.5 percent who reported that level of use in 1993.

During the 30 days prior to the survey, 10
percent of Nevada high school students
used marijuana on school property, ranging
from 7 percent of ninth graders to 12
percent of tenth graders. This represents a
3 percent increase in students using
marijuana on school property since 1995,
and a 24 percent increase over the 1993
survey levels.

Other Drugs

Summary. The data from the two statewide
surveys show:

The level of use of most other drugs is
relatively low among Nevada students.

The level of lifetime use of all forms of
cocaine has increased substantially in
almost every grade level on the two
surveys. The prevalence rates among
Nevada youth surpass national
prevalence rates. The results on the
frequent use of cocaine are mixed: data

OTHER DRUGS

BEHAVIOR COMPARISON
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Onset of behavior
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suggest that frequent use may have peaked in 1995-96 and is now decreasing.
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* The level of lifetime use of inhalants has increased for the middle school grades (6 and 8)but has decreased at high school (grades 9 through 12). In addition, Nevada lifetime uselevels are lower than the national levels. The frequent use of inhalants is mixed, with themore recent YRBS survey results showing a decrease.

The use of steroids continues to be low and lifetime use decreased slightly. The frequentuse of steroids was relatively stable.

The evidence of the lifetime and frequent use ofhallucinogens, stimulants, and opiates ismixed. The SDFSCA reported increases at all grade levels while the YRBS reported de-creases. The results from the two surveys suggest that the use of these drugs peaked andis now decreasing.

The use ofover-the-counter drugs peaked at 12.8 percent in 1996 at grade 10, up from11.1 percent in 1994.

SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 results showed mixed progress on the use of inhalantsfrom 1994 to 1996. The trend toward the increase use of inhalants, such as glue, aerosol, andsolvents that occurred in all grade levels in 1994, continued in grades 6 and 8 but decreasedin grades 10 and 12. From 1994 to 1996, lifetime use of inhalants almost doubled among sixgraders (from 4.8% to 8.2%) and increased by more than a third among eighth graders (from15.2% to 20.9%). On the other hand, the reported lifetime use of inhalants by tenth andtwelfth graders dropped significantly (from 19.2% to 12.8%, and from 14.5% to 11.2%, re-spectively). In fact, inhalant use among Nevada youth is considerably lower than nationallevels at grades 10 and 12, and slightly below the national level at grade 8. The frequent useof inhalants (weekly and daily) increased considerably from 1994 to 1996.
The 1996 Student Survey also showed that the use ofhallucinogens (such as LSD, PCP,*andmagic mushrooms), stimulants (including amphetamines, speed, and crystal), and all formsof cocaine rose at all four grade levels since 1994. The increases were significant for all threesubstances at grades 6 and 8 and for cocaine at grade 10. Prevalence rates among Nevadayouth surpassed national ones for cocaine and hallucinogens but fall below national levels forstimulants. The frequent use of all forms cocaine (weekly or daily) also increased considera-bly from 1994 to 1996, and students reported slight increases in frequent use of stimulantsand hallucinogens.

In addition, the 1996 Student Survey showed that the use of over-the-counter drugs, depres-sants, steroids, and opiates remained relatively stable since 1994. The only exception wasthat the lifetime prevalence of using over-the-counter drugs to get high peaked at 12.8 per-cent at grade 10 in 1996, up from 11.1 percent in 1994. Otherwise, the proportions of youthusing drugs in the other three classes (depressants, steroids, and opiates) ranged from a lowof 1.1 percent to a high of 6.9 percent. The frequent use (weekly or daily) of these drugs wasmixed: students reported a slight increase in the frequent use of depressants and opiates, butstable rates for frequent steroid use.
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YRBS Survey. Although the 1997 YRBS results showed a substantially higher percentage of
students inhaling substances to get high than the SDFSCA Student Survey, the YRBS results
confirm the SDFSCA results that lifetime use of inhalants among Nevada high school stu-
dents has decreased. In addition, the results show decreases in all levels of use of inhalants,
including frequent use, from 1995 to 1997.

The 1997 YRBS also showed an increase in the use of different kinds of cocaine from 1995
and 1993. More than one out of every ten Nevada high school students (12.8%) has used
some form of cocaine at least once during their life. Overall, lifetime use of cocaine rose 11
percent from 1995 to 1997, having almost doubled among twelfth graders. Only eleventh
graders showed no increase in use. In addition, the percentage of students reporting cocaine
use 30 days prior to the survey was 5.5 percent, up 12 percent from the 4.9 percent in 1995.
Students in grades 9, 11, and 12 showed substantial increases, the increase among twelfth
graders leading the way at 80 percent. Finally, 8 percent of Nevada high school students have
used the crack or freebase form of cocaine one or more times during their lifean increase
of 13 percent since 1995. All grade levels except grade 9 showed a substantial increase and
the use almost doubled among students in grade 12. Frequent use of cocaine, defined as
having used any form of cocaine at least 10 times in the 30 days prior to the survey, however,
decreased from 1.7 percent in 1995 to 1.2 percent in 1997.

Overall, 2 percent of high school students tried some form of cocaine before the age of 13:
2.2 percent of ninth graders, 1.5 percent of tenth graders, 1.9 percent of eleventh graders, and
2.3 percent of twelfth graders. The percentage of students who first tried cocaine before they
were 13 dropped 20 percent since 1995 but is still greater than the 1.0 percent reported by
students in 1993.

Approximately one-fifth of Nevada high school students (19.9 %) have used some type of
illegal drug other than marijuana or cocaine during their life. Since 1995, the percent use of
other drugs among Nevada students dropped two percent but is still higher than the 1993
level of 18.5 percent. The frequent use of these drugs (defined as having used the drug more
than 20 times in their lifetime) dropped considerably from 7.2 percent in 1995 to 5 percent in
1997.

The level of Nevada high school students who took steroids without a doctor's prescription
remained relatively low at 3.4 percent. The lifetime use of steroids dropped 3 percent since
1995 but remains higher than the 1993 level of 2.7 percent. The frequent use of steroids (i.e.,
using the drug more than 20 times in their lifetime) increased from .7 percent in 1995 to .9
percent in 1997.

22
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Anti-Social Behaviors

Summary. The data from the two statewide surveys show:

e Approximately 28 percent of middle school students and 15 percent of high school stu-dents were involved in at least one
physical fight on school property
during the 12 months preceding the
two surveys.

4, The percentage of students involved
in at least one physical fight on school
property has decreased since 1993,
but the percentage of students who
fight frequently remained about the
same.

ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIORS
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4, Approximately 7 percent of middle school students and 10 percent of high school stu-dents brought weapons to school in the 30 days prior to the administration of the two sur-veys. The percentage of students who engaged in this behavior has decreased since 1993,but the percentage ofstudents who brought a weapon to school frequently remainedabout the same.

SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 Student Survey was the first year that the survey col-lected data on anti-social behavior. The results show that one out of four Nevada students ingrades 6 and 8 admit to having been involved in at least one physical fight on school propertyduring the twelve months prior to the survey (29.3% and 27.8%, respectively). Fighting isless common at the high school level where 17.4 percent of tenth graders and 13 percent oftwelfth graders claim to have been in a fight at school during the previous year. In addition,frequent fighting on school property (6 or more times in the 30 days prior to the survey) oc-curred substantially less than the occasional fight: 2.2 percent, 2.4 percent, 1.2 percent, and .8percent for students in grades 6, 8, 10, 12 respectively.

The survey results also show that at grades 8 and 10, one in ten students (11.8% and 10.1%,respectively) claims to have carried a weapon such as a gun, knife, or club on school propertyin the 30 days preceding the survey. Sixth and twelfth graders were less likely to bring weap-ons to school (5.6% and 8.6% respectively). Twelfth graders, however, were more likely(5.7%) to bring a weapon on school property frequently (6 or more times in the previous 30days) as compared to sixth graders (1.1%), eight graders (3.6%), and tenth graders (4.7%). Inother words, a smaller percentage of twelfth grade students brought weapons to school, butthose that did, brought them frequently.

YRBS Survey. The 1997 YRBS Survey reports results similar to the SDFSCA Student Surveyin terms of participating in fights and carrying a weapon on school property. Approximately
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15 percent of Nevada high school students were in a physical fight on school property at leastonce during the year prior to the survey. Twenty percent of ninth graders, 15 percent of tenthgraders, 13 percent of eleventh graders, and 11 percent of twelfth graders fought on schoolproperty in the preceding year. The incidence of physical fighting on school property de-creased by 21 percent since 1995 and by 24 percent since 1993. The percentage of studentsengaged in frequent fighting (6 or more times in the 12 months prior to the survey) was small(1.3 percent) and did not change much since 1995 (1.4 percent).

Ten percent of Nevada high school students carried a weapon on school property during themonth prior to the survey: 10 percent of ninth graders, 11 percent of tenth graders, 9 percentof eleventh graders, and 10 percent of twelfth graders. This continues a decrease for the lastfour years: 9 percent below the 1995 level and 16 percent below the 1993 level. Neverthe-less, while these figures show improvement, six percent of Nevada high school studentsstayed home from school at least once during the month preceding the survey because theyfelt they would be unsafe at school or on their way to or from school. The percentage of stu-dents (4.7) who brought a weapon to school frequently (6 or more times in the 30 days priorto the survey) did not change since 1995, but is below the 1993 level of 5.7 percent.
Unsafe Vehicle Behaviors

Summary. The data from the two statewide surveys show:

Approximately 21 percent of middle
school students and 33 percent of
high school students reported that
they rode in a car or other vehicle
driven by someone who was under
the influence ofalcohol or other
drugs one or more times in the 30
days preceding the surveys.

The 1997 prevalence rate dropped

UNSAFE VEHICLE BEHAVIORS
BEHAVIOR COMPARISON

Nevada National
Lifetime use
e Passenger

Driver
"t

4,

***
***

Frequent Use
e Passenger

Driver
<-->

4.

***
***

about 10 percent from 1995 and is
about 5 percent below the 1993 level. Students who engaged in this behavior frequentlyremained stable from 1995 to 1997.

Approximately 15 percent of high school students reported driving a car or other vehiclewhile under the influence of alcohol or other drugs.

e The percentage ofstudents who drove under the influence at least once in the 30 daysprior to the survey increased over the last few years. In addition, the percentage of stu-dents who engaged in this behavior frequently increased since 1995.
SDFSCA Student Survey. The 1996 Student Survey was the first year that the Survey col-lected information on unsafe vehicle behaviors. The results showed that 14.8 percent of sixth
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grade students reported that they rode in a car or other vehicle driven by someone who was
under the influence of alcohol or other drugs one or more times in the 30 days preceding the
survey. By eighth grade, the percentage of students reporting the behavior nearly doubled to
28.3 percent and climbed to 32.3 percent by grade 10 and to 38.5 percent by grade 12. The
percentage of students who engaged in this behavior frequently (6 or more times) was 3.3
percent for sixth grade students. 5.6 percent for eight graders, 7.3 percent for tenth graders,
and 9.5 percent for twelfth graders.

Driving while under the influence was far less common than riding with a driver who had
been drinking or using other drugs. Yet by grade 12, one in five students (21.6%) reported
having done so one or more times in the 30 days prior to the survey. The percentage of stu-
dents who drove under the influence frequently (6 or more times in the 30 days preceding the
survey) was .5 percent for sixth graders, 1.1 percent for eighth graders, 2.2 percent for tenth
graders, and 4.7 percent for twelfth graders.

YRBS Survey. The results of the 1997 YRBS Survey showed that, overall, 33 percent of Ne-
vada students rode in a car or another vehicle with a driver who had been drinking alcohol
during the 30 days prior to the survey. The prevalence rates were 27 percent for ninth grad-
ers, 35 percent for tenth grades, and 36 percent and 38 percent for grades 11 and 12 respec-
tively. Overall, the percentage of students who rode in a car in the 30 days preceding the
survey with a driver who had been drinking alcohol dropped about 10 percent from 1995.
The percentage of students who engaged in this behavior frequently (6 or more times in the
30 days preceding the survey) was 6.4 percent in 1997 which is essentially the same as re-
ported in 1995 (6.5 percent), but represents a decrease from the 7.7 percent who reported the
behavior in 1993.

The 1997 YRBS also reported that driving while under the influence was far less common
than riding with someone who had been drinking or had taken other drugs. That is, 15 per-
cent of Nevada high school students reported that they drove a car or other vehicle when they
had been drinking alcohol during the 30 days preceding the survey. Although this represents
a 7 percent increase over 1995 (and continues the increase started in 1993), the increase was
largely due to a reported increase of 61 percent by eleventh grades. Ninth and tenth graders,
on the other hand, reported a decrease. The percentage of students who drove under the in-
fluence frequently (i.e., 6 or more times in the 30 days prior to the survey) was 2.4 among
Nevada high school students in 1997, which represents an increase from the both the 1993
and 1995 level of 1.8 percent.
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Best Practices and Effective Programs in Substance
Abuse Prevention

The research literature on school-based substance abuse prevention is
search community, however, has begun to identify best practices, and
tive programs, in substance abuse prevention. The
evaluation gathered and compiled the latest research on
effective practices and programs from the Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Department of
Education, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, U.S. Department of Justice, as well as research
journals and summaries. After we reviewed and summarized
the research, we developed a list of best practices and
effective programs that we could use as a tool for evaluating
the degree to which Nevada schools implement best
practices and programs in substance abuse prevention.

Best Practices

There is a growing body of research on the most effective
approaches or "best practices" in school-based programs
designed to prevent drug and alcohol use by youth. Much of
this research suggests that many schools do not use these
findings when selecting prevention programs and rely
instead upon other information sources such as advertising
and marketing by commercial programs. The purpose of this
section is to identify what researchers have determined to be
the current best practices in selecting, implementing, and
maintaining effective school-based alcohol and drug
prevention programs. This information will allow
practitioners to compare their programs to the best practices
and can serve as a starting point in the redesign of an
existing program or in the selection of a new one.

The drug prevention research literature includes numerous
studies that have identified "best practices" strategies
and methods that research has shown to help in achieving
desired goals. Many of these best practices are addressed in
effective school-based drug prevention programs. This
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relatively new. The re-
more recently, effec-

Best Practices in Drug
Prevention

Program Curriculum and
Instruction
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Normative education
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Developmentally appropri-
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Duration and intensity of
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Staff training

Comprehensive materials

Program Support and
Planning

Support services

Planning and implementa-
tion

Implementation of core
program components

Program monitoring and
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report presents 16 best practices in drug prevention programs frequently reported in the re-search literature.I2

Below is a list of the 16 best practices and a short narrative about the practice. The first 12best practices are directly related to program curriculum and instruction. The final fourpractices address the support services available in the school and how the program is se-lected, implemented, and evaluated.

Program Curriculum and Instruction
1. Social Resistance Skills An important step in preventing drug use is to provide studentswith skills in resisting peer pressure and to rely upon their own judgements.
2. Normative Education Many students overestimate the number of their peers who usedrugs. Normative education teaches students that most people do not in fact use drugs.
3. Life Skills Life skills include a broad range of self-management skills that students needto develop personal and social competencies, such as decision making, communicationskills and stress management.I3

4. DevelopmentallyAppropriate Curriculum Program content and activities should be ap-propriate to the developmental level of the students. The materials used should match theinterest and maturity levels of students.

5. Duration and Intensity of Program Prevention programs should be of sufficient durationto make a difference. All programs should provide multiple years ofintervention with atleast 10 to 15 sessions in one year and another 10 to 15 booster sessions in later years.6. Cultural Relevance Prevention programs should be relevant to the needs of culturalgroups represented in the school. Materials should be made available to students in ap-propriate languages and should reflect the cultural norms of the target populations.
7. Parent and Community Involvement Programs should have a parent or community com-ponent to help tie school prevention activities to the home and community.
8. Appropriatenessfor Target Population Programs should be geared to the identifiedneeds of target students. Not all programs work equally well for all groups of students.

9. Curriculum Infusion Curriculum infusion refers to the technique of integrating theteaching of one curriculum area into another. When done properly, students make betterconnections between concepts taught in one subject area with concepts taught in another.

12 We selected the 16 best practices from original research studies, summaries of the research, and conclusionsdrawn from the research literature.
13

Special events such as drug-free dances, Red Ribbon Week, and other school activities have shown to be ef-fective when combined with other interventions such as social resistance,
normative education, and life skills.
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10. InstructionalStrategies Many of the components used in effective drug prevention pro-grams require teaching methods (e.g., interactive methods such as role playing, small-group discussion, and use of peer leaders) that differ significantly from the traditional di-dactic methods used by many teachers.

11. Staff Training Research has consistently shown that sufficient staff development deliv-ered by prevention experts can be effective in helping prepare teachers to deliver effec-tive prevention instruction to students.

12. Comprehensive Materials Student materials should be comprehensive, factual, interest-ing, and appropriate to their developmental levels. Teacher materials should be complete,easy to follow, and provide information on the purpose of activities, time required, andwhich lessons are most important when instructional time needs to be shortened.
Program Support and Planning

13. Support Services Classroom based prevention programs that are combined with supportservices such as counseling or Student Assistance Programs tend to be more effective.
14. Planning and Implementation

Pre-implementation planning is important to ensure thatthe prevention program selected will meet the needs ofstudents and the community. Re-searchers have suggested the following planning steps to ensure that the district selects anappropriate program: (1) assess student needs; (2) set priorities; (3) review relevant re-search; (4) select strategies; and (5) provide needed leadership and training.
15. Implementation of Core Program Components In order to be most effective, the corecomponents including the content, structure, and delivery of research-based programsmust be implemented as completely as possible.
16. Program Monitoring andEvaluation Monitoring and evaluation of the prevention pro-gram is an important activity to determine if program components are being implementedas planned and if program goals are met. Program staffshould modify the program basedon monitoring and evaluation results.

In addition to the 16 best practices identified from the research literature, the United StatesDepartment of Education has recently announced four Principles of Effectiveness to take ef-fect on July 1, 1998. These four principles will govern recipient's use of funds received un-der Title IVSafe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Actbeginning in fiscal year1998. The four principles are:

Principle 1: Conduct Local Needs Assessment A grant recipient shall base its pro-gram on a thorough assessment of objective data about the drug and violence prob-lems in the schools and communities served.

Principle 2: Set Measurable Goals and Objectives A grant recipient shall with theassistance ofa local or regional advisory council, which includes community repre-

Nevada Department of Education 2 8
18



Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

sentatives, establish a set of measurable goals and objectives, and design its activitiesto meet those goals and objectives.

Principle 3: Implement Effective Research-Based Programs A grant recipient shalldesign and implement its activities based on research or evaluation that provides evi-dence that the strategies used prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or disruptive be-haviors.

Principle 4: Conduct Program Evaluation A grant recipient shall evaluate its pro-gram periodically to assess its progress toward achieving its goals and objectives.Grant recipients will use the evaluation results to refine, improve, and strengthen itsprogram and to refine its goals and objectives as appropriate.
These four principles support and are consistent with the more comprehensive list of bestpractices identified for this evaluation report. The main difference between the two lists isthat the NDE Best Practices more thoroughly describe the types of practices involved ineffective research-based programs. Table 2 presents the correspondence between USDOEPrincipals of Effectiveness and NDE Best Practices.

Table 2 Correspondence Between USDOE's
"Principles of Effectiveness" and NDE's "Best Practices"

USDOE
"Principles ofEffectiveness"

NDE
"Best Practices"

Conducting Needs Assessments
Planning the Implementation

Setting Measurable Goals and Objectives
Program Monitoring and Evaluation

Effective Research Based Programs
Social Resistance Skills

Normative Education
Life Skills

Developmentally Appropriate Curriculum
Duration and Intensity of Program
Cultural Relevance

Parent and Community Involvement
Appropriateness of Target Population
Curriculum Infusion

. Instructional Strategies
Staff Training

Comprehensive Materials
Support Services

Program Evaluation
Program Monitoring and Evaluation
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Effective Programs

The research literature has also begun to identify effective substance abuse and violence pre-vention programs. An effective program is one that meets its objective in terms of producingpositive outcomes. That is, the program demonstrates effectiveness in
Preventing or reducing substance abuse or violent or disruptive behavior;
Changing the knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs that lead to substance abuse and violentbehavior; or

Promoting and strengthening behaviors and skills, such as good interpersonal skills, thatare associated with preventing substance abuse and violent behavior.
Ideally, the program also demonstrates a sustained effect and produces positive outcomesthat are generalizable to populations other than the ones with which it was tested (Scatter-good, Dash, Epstein, & Adler, 1998). To determine whether a program is effective, it must beresearch-based or evaluated. While the field of measuring the effectiveness of substanceabuse and violence prevention programs is still young, several recent publications have be-gun to identify effective programs. The most comprehensive of these publications is Apply-ing Effective Strategies which was funded under a grant from the Safe and Drug-FreeSchools Program. The booklet was produced to help schools implement the USDOE Princi-ples of Effectiveness, reported earlier.

Applying Effective Strategies identifies 52 research-based programs that are considered eithereffective or promising. Effective programs were identifiedas either having consistentlypro-duced positive results or programs where certain aspects ofthe program produced desiredchanges in knowledge, attitudes, practices and skill as reported in the research literature.Promisingprograms were programs recognizedpublicly and have appeared in a profes-sional journal or publication, but have not been fully evaluated and/or the evaluation resultsare pending. See Appendix A for a complete listing of the effective and promising programsin this publication.

The evaluation also consulted other publications to identify effective programs or to identifythe results ofevaluations of substance abuse and violence prevention programs: Making theGrade: A Guide to School Drug Prevention Programs (1996); Preventing Drug Use AmongChildren andAdolescents: A Research-Based Guide (1997); and Safe Schools, Safe Students:A Guide to Violence Prevention Programs (1998). Information from all of these documentswas used to help determine the effectiveness of substance abuse and violence preventionprograms used in Nevada public schools.

30
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Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Curricula and
Programs

In April 1998, the Nevada Department of Education developed and distributed a survey in-strument to collect information from all 17 school districts about their substance abuse andviolence prevention programs.'4 (See Appendix B
for a copy of the survey instrument used to collect
data from school districts.) Thirteen of Nevada's
17 school districts completed the survey: 11 of the
12 Nevada school districts that received funds
from the Title IV Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act Program and two of the five
school districts that did not receive Title IV funds.

Finding

Nevada schools use a wide variety of
commercial, locally-developed, and
general program models in substance
abuse and violence prevention.

The results show that Nevada public schools use a wide variety of substance abuse and vio-lence prevention programs. In all, school districts reported using 55 substance and violenceprevention programs in 1997-98 including 23 commercial programs,15 11 general programmodels,16 and 21 locally developed programs." The programs were further divided intothree categories, recently adopted by the prevention field, which describe the program by theaudience for which they are designed: universal programs, selective programs, and indicatedprograms. Universal programs reach the general population such as all students in a school.Selective programs target groups at-risk or subsets of the general population such as childrenof drug users or
poor school
achievers.
Indicated
programs are
designed for
people who are
already using
drugs or who
exhibit other risk-
related behaviors.
Of the 55

Table 3
Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs in Nevada

Type of Program Program Category
Universal Selective Indicated

Commercial (23) 22 1 --
General model (11) 6 4 1

Locally-developed (21) 14 5 2
Total (55) 42 10 3

programs, 42 are universal, 10 are selective, and 3 are indicated.I8

14 Much of the data collected for this evaluation served a second purpose, i.e., to monitor schools participatingin the Title IV Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act.15
Most commercial programs include curricula that focus on specific topics in substance abuse and violenceprevention.

16 General program models are programs that have common features but no specific curriculum, such as after-school activities or peer mentoring programs.
17 Locally developed programs include a wide range of activities and services. Although some may have devel-oped curriculum, most locally developed programs do not.

Nevada Department of Education
31 21



Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Program

Tables 4a, 4b, and 4c in Appendix C lists the 55
substance abuse and violence prevention programs
for each of the three types of programs according to
the grade levels in which each district implemented
them. It is important to emphasize that the 55 pro-
grams is not a complete list of the substance abuse
and violence prevention programs used in Nevada
public schools. The 55 programs represent the
programs reported by Title IV coordinators and
school district representatives. Several district Title IV coordinators noted that they did notknow all of the programs implemented by individual schools since schools have the flexibil-ity to implement programs to meet individual school needs. In addition, this evaluation reportdoes not include information from four Nevada school districts.

Finding

Most substance abuse and violence
prevention programs in Nevada are
universal programs rather than
selective and indicatedprograms.

School districts reported implementing from 4 to 22
different substance abuse and violence prevention
programs. Most school districts, however, identified
three or four programs that comprised the largest part
of their substance abuse and violence prevention
efforts. Most school district prevention efforts
included multiple components that combined
classroom instruction with support services such as Student Assistance Programs and Coun-seling Programs. The primary substance abuse and violence prevention programs for eachdistrict are marked with an asterisk "*" in Tables 4a, 4b, and 4c in Appendix C.

Finding

Most schools districts imple-
mented prevention efforts that in-
cluded multiple components.

Common Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs
The results also show that school districts implemented five programs considerably more of-ten than other programs. Table 5 shows the five key substance abuse and violence preventionprograms used in Nevada public schools. In fact, 10 of the 13 school districts implement atleast three of these five key programs. The five programs are D.A.R.E., Natural Helpers,Here's Looking at You 2000, Student
Assistance Programs (SAP), and Counseling
Programs. Three of the five programs
(D.A.R.E., Natural Helpers, Here's Looking
at You 2000) are universal programs. The
two other programs (Student Assistance
Programs and Counseling Programs) are
either selective or indicated programs
depending on how the district implemented
the program. Even though both D.A.R.E.
and Natural Helpers are implemented in more school districts than Here's Looking at You

1 Finding

Nevada school districts use five primary
substance abuse and violence preven-
tion programs: D.A.R.E., Here's Look-
ing at You 2000, Natural Helpers,
Student Assistance Programs (SAP),
and Counseling Programs.

18 Some programs may serve more than one audience depending how the program is implemented locally.

Nevada Department of Education 43 r)
22



Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

2000, the later serves more students because it serves more grade levels than the other twoprograms. For all intents, Here's Looking at You 2000 is the primary substance abuse pre-vention program in Nevada. Below is a brief description ofthese five key programs.

Table 5
Common Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs in Nevada, n=13

Prevention Program Number of
School Districts

Grade Levels

D.A.R.E
13 5-6

Natural Helpers
10 6-12

Here's Looking At You 2000 8 K-12
Counseling Programs

8 K-12
Student Assistance Programs 7 K-12

D.A.R.E. (DrugAbuse Resistance Education)D.A.R.E. is a universal, commercial K-12 drug prevention program taught by uniformed police officers with a curriculum thatcovers smoking, drinking, and drugs. The program provides 17 core lessons in the 5th and6th grades (the grades in which the program is typically implemented in Nevada). Thecore lessons, revised in 1994, cover important prevention elements, including skill devel-opment. The program also includes student anti-drug essays and a graduation ceremony.
Here's Looking at You 2000The program is a universal, commercial K-12 drug pre-vention program that provides personal and social skills training curriculum emphasizingcooperative learning. The program includes 15 to 30 lessons per year and includes exten-sive background information for teachers. It covers refusal skills and teaches social re-sistance skills within the context of personal and social skills training. It includesinteresting activities and role-playing. In Nevada, many school districts implemented theprogram to address substance abuse issues in the Nevada Health Course of Study for agrade span, e.g., K-6, K-8, K-12.

Natural HelpersNatural Helpers is a universal program that is based on the premisethat teens in trouble are most likely to turn to their peers for assistance. Natural Helpersbuilds on the peer relationship by training groups of specially identified students to helppeers in difficult situations to make more positive decisions about their lives. NaturalHelpers are nominated by students and staff at each school as a person that they wouldmost likely to turn to with a problem. These selected teens receive training, building uponthe skills they already have to be natural helpers. In Nevada, the program is implementedin middle and/or high school.
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Counseling ProgramsNevada public schools offer a variety of counseling activitiesthat directly support substance abuse and violence prevention. Many of these activitiesare supported with funds from Safe and Drug-Free School and Communities Act. Someof the activities include individual counseling, group counseling on topics selected bystudents, and class presentations on substance abuse and violence prevention topics.Counseling Programs can also be a part of a Student Assistance Program. In Nevada, theCounseling Programs that are linked to substance abuse and drug prevention/interventionare typically offered to students in a specific school-level, such as middle school.
Student Assistance Programs (SAP)A SAP is a comprehensive, multilevel systemsapproach to improving the health and academic success of students. Students are identi-fied as exhibiting one or more behaviors that are potential indicators of a health or schoolperformance problem. Students are then referred to a multidisciplinary team that gathersadditional data about students' behaviors and makes recommendations regarding inter-ventions. SAP programs come in many types and forms. Frequently used components ofa SAP program are student support groups, individual counseling, referrals to commu-nity-based groups. In Nevada, SAP's are typically implemented in grades K to 12.

In addition to the five programs, the evaluation identified ten other programs implemented byat least four Nevada school districts. Table 6 lists these ten other frequently used programs.

Table 6
Other Frequently used Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs in Nevada, n=13

Prevention Program Number of
School Dis-

tricts

Grade Levels

Mc Gruff
6 K-3

Positive Alternative Activities 5 K-8
Quest

5 K-6
Baby Think It Over

5 9-12
Peer Mentoring Programs 5 1-12
Know Your Body 4 K-6
Project ALERT 4 6-8
G.R.E.A.T. 4 7-8

Conflict Management 4 K-8
Summer Programs 4 6-12
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Six of the ten programs are commercial programs and are considered universal programs.The other four programs are general model programs: one is considered a selective program(Peer Mentoring Programs) and three (Positive Alternative Activities, Conflict Management,and Summer Programs) can be either a selective or indicated program depending on how theschool district implemented it.

The fifteen programs include 11 substance abuse programs, three violence prevention pro-grams, and one program that focuses on human sexuality. An analysis of the 11 substanceabuse programs would provide a fairly complete picture of the potential effectiveness of sub-stance abuse prevention efforts in Nevada.
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Analysis of Substance Abuse Prevention Curricula andPrograms

This section of the report presents the analysis of 11 substance abuse prevention programsimplemented in Nevada. It is important to emphasize that this report can not truly identify theeffectiveness of substance abuse prevention programs
implemented in Nevada public schools. The effectivenessof these programs is best answered with an experimental
research design that would allow us to link program
implementation with student outcomes. At best, this study
can only identify whether Nevada public schools have
implemented programs and practices that are considered
effective or promising.

The section is divided into three parts. First, the section
presents the findings ofresearch conducted on the fiveprimaryprograms. It is followed by an analysis of the six otherfrequently usedsubstanceprograms. The third section presents the districts' self-ratings of their substance abusepre-vention programs on the 16 "best practices."

I Finding

The five primary substance
abuse prevention programs in
Nevada include an effective
program, two promising prac-
tices, a program that is not as
effective, and a program that
has not been researched.

Five Primary Programs

The research literature was investigated to determine whether the five primary substanceabuse and violence prevention programs in Nevada had been systematically evaluated andwhat were the results of the research. Table 7 summarizes the information collected about thefive programs. Each program is discussed briefly following the table.

Table 7
Research Information Collected on

Five Primary Prevention Programs in Nevada

Substance Abuse Prevention
Programs Question

Has the program been sys-
tematically evaluated?

What were the overall results
of the research?

D.A.R.E.
Yes Not effective or promising

Natural Helpers
No No data

Here's Looking At You 2000 Yes Effective program
Student Assistance Programs No

Promising practice
Counseling Programs No

Promising practice

3 6Nevada Department of Education
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D.A.R.E.

D.A.R.E. is probably one of the more extensively
researched substance abuse and violenceprevention programs. Skagar (1997) conducted a meta-analysis of 18 evaluation studies con-ducted on D.A.R.E. The results were only marginally positive: He found that

DARE had no effect on overall drug use (average for alcohol, tobacco, and drugs).
When uses of alcohol, marijuana, and tobacco were tested for separately, DARE studentsshowed less use in the case of tobacco only.

DARE registered significant effects for drug knowledge and social skills but only mar-ginal effects on attitudes towards police, attitudes about drug use, and self-esteem.
When compared to 25 earlier evaluations of other substance abuse prevention programs,in general, DARE effects were smaller for all measures of drug use.

D.A.R.E. did not make any of the three lists of effective programs reviewed for this evalua-tion report, including the list of effective programs that are consistent with USDE Principlesof Effectiveness.

Natural Helpers

The Natural Helpers programs has not been studied systematically in the research literature.We found only one study that investigated program effects. The research community mustconduct more research on this program to determine its effectiveness. As a general programmodel, however, peer-mentoring programs have been studied and these results are reported inthe next section.

Here's Looking At You 2000

Several studies have been conducted on Here's Looking at You 2000. Overall, these studieshave consistently found that certain aspects of the program have been found to produce de-sired changes in knowledge, attitudes and practices, and skills. In a review of the research onHere's Looking at You 2000, Swisher, Doebler, Babbitt, & Walton (1991) found severalstudies to support the following outcomes
Improvement in knowledge about risks associated with alcohol and other drug use,
Improved self esteem and decision making, and

4, Reduced use of chewing tobacco and wine coolers.
In addition, one study found reduced use of alcohol, marijuana, inhalants, cocaine, and nico-tine in results adjusted for national trends but without an immediate comparison group. Basedon overall research results, Here's Looking at You was identified as an effective program inApplying Effective Strategies, meeting the USDE Principles ofEffectiveness.
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Counseling Programs

Most Counseling Programs include a wide variety of services, often with no specific cur-riculum and no specific materials. In addition, some activities within a program are universal,other activities are selective, and still other activities are indicated. Most of the CounselingPrograms can be considered early intervention programs, similar to the Student AssistancePrograms reported below. In fact, many SAP programs include counseling as one of theservices they provide students and their families. Perhaps because ofthe wide range of ac-tivities and outcomes, little is known about the effectiveness of Counseling Programs as ageneral program model, much like Student Assistance Programs. Nevertheless, many activi-ties within Counseling Programs (e.g., peer mediation, conflict resolution) have been evalu-ated and have been found to be effective or promising. The extent to which CounselingPrograms include these effective activities may be an indication of their effectiveness.
At this time, general Counseling Programs are not on any list of effective substance abuseand violence prevention programs. Nevertheless, early intervention programs (which includeCounseling Programs) are considered a promising practice in Getting Results: California Ac-tion Guide to Creating Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (1998). As a promis-ing practice, the Guide suggests that these programs can be included in a comprehensive,integrated approach to substance abuse and violence prevention. In addition, Support Serv-ices (such as Counseling Programs) is one of the 16 best practices listed in this report. For thepurpose of this study, a counseling program is considered a promising practice.

Student Assistance Programs

Few early intervention programs, including Student Assistance Programs, have been ade-quately evaluated, and little is know about their effectiveness. Research on these types ofprograms is missing, in part, because the programs are complex with different outcomes fordifferent students. Student Assistance Programs are also relatively new. Researchers mustconduct additional evaluations before any statements can be made about the effectiveness ofthis general program model. At this time, Student Assistance Programs are not on any list ofeffective programs. Nevertheless, Student Assistance Programs (as an early intervention pro-gram) are considered a promising practice in Getting Results: California Action Guide toCreating Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (1998). As a promising practice, theGuide suggests that these programs can be included in a comprehensive, integrated approachto substance abuse and violence prevention. In addition, Support Services (such as StudentAssistance Programs) is one of the 16 best practices listed in this report. For the purpose ofthis study, a Student Assistance Program is considered a promising practice.

3 8
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Six Other Frequently used Programs

The research literature was investigated to determine
whether the six other frequently used substance abuse
prevention programs and practices in Nevada had been
systematically evaluated and what were the results of
the research. Table 8 summarizes the information
collected about the six programs. Overall, three of the
other frequently used substance abuse prevention
programs are effective or promising; however, the
other three programs have not been adequately
researched to determine their effectiveness.

Finding

Three of the other the frequently
used prevention programs in Ne-
vada are effective or promising: the
other three programs have not been
adequately researched to determine
their effectiveness.

Table 8
Research Information Collected on

Six Other Frequently Used Prevention Programs in Nevada

Substance Abuse Prevention
Programs

Question

Has the program been sys-
tematically evaluated?

What were the overall results
of the research?

Positive Alternative Activities Some Promising practice

Quest No Needs to be researched

Peer Mentoring No Needs to be researched

Know Your Body Yes Effective program

Project ALERT Yes Effective program

Summer Programs No Needs to be researched

The discussion of the six programs is presented individually below. It is followed by an
analysis of the three commercial programs according to the 12 best curriculum and instruc-
tion practices of substance abuse programs.

Positive alternative programs are alcohol-, tobacco-, and drug-free safe activities. In Nevada,
they include a wide range of activities including after-school activities, academic tutoring,
community centers, athletics and other recreational activities, and creative and artistic activi-
ties. Positive alternative activities have not been researched sufficiently to determine their ef-
fectiveness or to guide programs in implementing the most effective activities (Carmona and
Steward, 1996). However, single, one time events that are not part of a comprehensive, in-
tegrated program are ineffective. Although positive alternative activities did not make any
list as an effective program, they are considered a promising practice in Getting Results:

Nevada Department of Education
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California Action Guide to Creating Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities (1998).As a promising practice, the Guide suggests that these activities can be included in a compre-hensive, integrated approach to substance abuse and violence prevention.
Ouest: Skills for Growing is a commercial program and is one of three Ouest programs onsubstance abuse prevention. Skills for Growing focuses on elementary school students, andthe other two Ouest programs focus on either middle school or high school students. Nevadaschool districts implement Skills for Growing. Skills for Growing contains material on alco-hol, tobacco, and other drugs and places a strong emphasis on cooperative learning. It in-cludes a strong community service component and offers practice in goal setting anddecision-making. This program has not been adequately researched to determine the pro-gram's effectiveness in changing students' knowledge, attitude, or behavior about substanceuse.

Peer-mentoringprograms is a general program model that uses peers to provide guidance toother students to avoid substance use. Peer mentoring programs, like many other generalprogram models, have not been studied extensively. These programs lack sufficient researchfor several reasons: the programs are complex, fairly new, and the outcomes are many anddifficult to measure in a cost-effective manner. Several adult/child mentoring programs, suchas Big Brothers, Big Sisters have shown positive results if they include reinforcement ofpositive behavior. Perhaps when sufficient research on peer mentoring is conducted, thestudies will identify similar parameters to guide implementation.

Know Your Body is a commercial, multi-component comprehensive school health promotionprogram for students in grades K through 6 with the goal of empowering students with theskills they need to make their own positive health choices. The program was originally iden-tified as an effective program through the National Diffusion Network (NDN) which requireda comprehensive evaluation of the program. The results of several longitudinal evaluationshave demonstrated that the program has a significant positive effect on students' health-related knowledge, behavior, and biomedical risk factors such as serum cholesterol levels,blood pressure, cardiovascular endurance, smoking, and diet.

Project ALERT is a commercial, video-based curriculum that uses the social resistance ap-proach to drug use prevention. The curriculum specifically targets cigarettes, alcohol, andmarijuana. The research literature reports that the program reduced the initiation of marijuanaand tobacco use by 30 percent, and reduced heavy smoking among experimenters by 50-60percent. In addition, the program was found to be effective for both high- and low-risk stu-dents, including minorities, and performed equally well in a variety of socio-economic set-tings. Based on this research, Project ALERT is considered an effective program in ApplyingEffective Strategies, and is consistent with USDE Principles ofEffectiveness.
Summer School Programs is a general program model that can include a variety of differenttypes of activities such as academic assistance, recreation, and specific substance preventionactivities. Summer school programs, like many other general program models, have not been
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studied extensively perhaps because they include a variety ofprogram activities that are de-veloped to address local program goals. This general program model must be researched todetermine the model's effectiveness in changing students' knowledge, attitude, or behaviorregarding substance use.

Curriculum and Instruction Best Practices
The evaluation examined the potential effectiveness of the three frequently used commercialsubstance abuse prevention programs by comparing their curriculum against the 12 best cur-riculum and instruction practices described earlier.19 For the purpose of comparison, we in-cluded two of the three commercial programs (D.A.R.E. and Here's Looking at You 2000)20from the five primary substance abuse prevention programs in the analysis.

Information on the five commercial
programs was already available in Making the Grade: AGuide to DrugPrevention Programs (1996) which rated the programs on our list on four (so-cial resistance skills, normative education, life skills, and developmentally appropriate cur-riculum) of the 12 best practices. In addition, the guide provided descriptions of the programthat allowed us to determine whether the program addressed the remaining best practices.Table 9 identifies with a "1" whether the six commonly used commercial substance abuseprograms in Nevada address the 12 best practices. For those best practices that were rated inMaking the Grade, the "i" indicates the program received at least a satisfactory rating. Forall other practices, the "dr" indicates that the program was assigned a rating of "3" on thebest practice rating scale (in Appendix B) based on a review of program materials.

Overall, the results show that the five commercial
programs address most of the best practices of
substance abuse programs. The two most frequentlyused programs in Nevada, i.e., D.A.R.E. and Here'sLooking at You 2000, address 12 and 11 of the best
practices, respectively. The other four programsaddress 8 to 10 of the best practices.

Finding

The frequently used commercial
substance abuse programs in Ne-
vada include most of the bestprac-
tices in substance abuse prevention.

It is important to emphasize that a program may not be effective even it includes all 12 prac-tices. For example, the research did not find D.A.R.E. as an effective program even thoughthe program addresses all 12 practices. Here's Looking at You 2000, on the other hand, in-cludes 11 of the best practices and is considered an effective program. In other words, theextent to which a program addresses the best practices can only suggest the potential for ef-fectiveness, but does not guarantee it.

19 The three general program models that are frequently used in Nevada can not be analyzed according to the 12
best practices since they do not include a program curriculum.
20

The other commercial
program, Natural Helpers, was also not included in the analysis because it does nothave program curricula, pre se.
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Table 9
An Analysis of Five Other Frequently Used Prevention Programs with Best Practices

Best Practice
D.A.R.E. Here's

Looking at
You 2000

Know
Your Body

Project
Alert

Quest

Grade Levels
5-8 K-12 K-6 6,7 or 7,8 K-5

Social Resistance Skills V V v' V i
Normative Education V V V V
Life Skills / V V V
Developmentally Appropriate Cur-
riculum V V V V i
Duration and Intensity of Program V V V
Cultural Relevance

V V V V V
Parent and Community Involvement V V V V
Appropriateness for Target Popula-tion V V V V
Curriculum Infusion

V V V
Instructional Strategies V V V V V
Staff Training

V V V i V
Comprehensive Materials I/ V V V V
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School District Substance Abuse Prevention Efforts Rated on Best Practices
School districts were asked to evaluate the perceived effectiveness of their substance abuseprevention efforts within their district. As part of the survey completed for this evaluation,each school district2' was requested to rate the degree to which their substance abuse preven-tion program contained each of the 16 "best practices" identified earlier in this report. For thepurpose of the survey, three practices were divided into two components each in order tocollect information about each component of the best practice. That is, the survey requestedinformation on both parent involvement and community involvement separately for the bestpracticeparent and community involvement. It also requested information on needs as-sessment and program selection for the best practiceplanning and implementation. Finally,the survey requested information on both teacher materials and student materials for the bestpracticecomprehensive materials.

The survey did not request school districts to rate themselves on one best practice, evalua-tion. Instead, the survey asked districts to identify the type of evaluation that they conducted,if any, with their substance abuse prevention programs. These results are reported separatelyat the end of this section. In all, school districts rated their substance abuse prevention pro-grams on 18 components of the best practices.
Table 10 presents the self-ratings22 of the 13 school districts on the 18 practices23. The resultsshow that school district representatives identified relative areas of strength and areas for im-provement from the list of 18 best practices.
Specifically, they reported that their substance
abuse prevention programs had four strengths:

developmentally appropriate curriculum (4.7),
interactive of instructional strategies (4.5),
comprehensive student materials (4.5), and
implementation of the core components of the
adopted programs (4.4).

Finding

Nevada school districts report they
have implemented a developmen-
tally appropriate prevention cur-
riculum that actively engages
students in prevention issues.

21 The Title IV Coordinator was the representative who rated the school district's program in the school districtsthat receive Title IV funds.
22 A limitation of any self-rating is that respondents tend to rate themselves higher than an impartial observer.
As a result, the relative ratings of the different questions tend to provide more meaningful data than the level ofthe ratings.
23 The rating scale ranged from "1" which represented a low rating, to "5" which represented a high rating on
that best practice.
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In addition, the school district representatives identified several areas for improvement:
parent and community involvement (3.2 each),
staff training (3.3),

curriculum infusion (3.4), and
teacher materials (3.5). Finding

Nevada schools districts report they
can improve theirprevention efforts
by more actively involving parents
and the community, and by providing
additional stafftraining, especially
in helping teachers integrate pre-
vention instruction into other subject
areas.
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Local Evaluations

The evaluation also collected information on the evaluations that school districts con-ducted on their substance abuse prevention programs since 1993-94. The survey askedschool districts to indicate whether the district had conducted process evaluations (pro-gram implementation or quality or program implementation) and outcome evaluations24(longitudinal, cross sectional, pre/post tests, and
national and state comparisons, and experimental
design). In addition, districts were asked to
submit any written evaluation reports on
substance abuse programs to NDE: none were
submitted. When interviewed about possible
program evaluations, district coordinators
reported that they did not formally evaluate their
substance abuse prevention programs. In fact,
most districts did not collect data to measure
progress toward meeting the program goals outlined in their SDFSCA applications.
Table 11 shows the number of districts (from the 13 school districts, which completed thesurvey) that conducted process and outcome evaluations on their substance abuse pro-grams at the district level in the last five years. The results show that every school dis-

Finding

Most districts did not conduct
systematic evaluations of their
substance abuse and violence
preventionprograms nor measure
progress toward meetingprogram
goals.

trict, except one, collected data on
program implementation such as
documenting program activities,
recording the number of staff
trained or numbers of students
served. However, most districts
reported that the evaluations of
program implementation were not
done consistently across all
programs in the district. Instead,
they were done for specific
programs or for specific activities
within programs.

The results also show that eight of
the 13 districts reported collecting
data on program quality, such as
the impressions of students or
staff regarding the quality of the

Table 11.
The Number of Districts that Conducted Process

and Outcome Evaluations

Evaluation Method Number of
Districts

Yes No
Process Evaluation

Program Implementation 12 1

Implementation Quality 8 5
Outcome Evaluation

V Longitudinal
1 12

Cross Sectional 9 4
Pre/Post Tests 7 6
National/State Comparisons 10 3

Experimental Design
1 12

24 Process evaluations examine the implementation of program activities and outcome evaluations measurethe impact of the program on participant knowledge, attitudes, or behavior.

Nevada Department of Education
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

program or services provided. The districts again, however, reported that this type of datacollection was conducted for specific programs or activities within the district's overallsubstance abuse prevention effort. In addition, the information rarely went beyond pro-gram staff as part of a systematic evaluation of substance abuse prevention.
Overall, school districts conducted few outcome evaluations that measured the impact ofprogram services on program participants. In addition, most of the outcome evaluationactivities served the purpose of the annual needs assessment required of the Title IV Safeand Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act----rather than as part of a systematicevaluation ofprogram activities. For example, the nine school districts that reported theyhad conducted cross sectional evaluations and the 10 school districts that reported com-paring local school district data with state and national data referred to the implementa-tion of the statewide SDFSCA Student Survey

and YRBS Survey. In both cases, the school
districts used the data as part of the needs
assessment for their Title IV application. Most
school district supplemented the local data
from the statewide surveys with other local
data from the school district (suspensions,
referrals, expulsions) and youth agencies
(Juvenile Probation).

A little over half ofthe school districts (7 of 13 school districts, 54%) reported using preand posttests to measure student changes in knowledge and attitudes about substanceabuse and violence prevention. Primarily, these school districts administered the pre andposttest surveys that accompanied the Here's Looking at You 2000 program to measurestudent knowledge and attitude changes about drug use. Several other school districts re-ported that individual schools collected pre and posttest data on other programs such asKnow Your Body, D.A.R.E., and counseling groups. Most school districts, however, didnot aggregate student responses on the surveys or other data across schools as part of adistrict evaluation. Two exceptions included Washoe County which collected pre andposttest data on their Student Assistance Programs across the school district, and ElkoCounty (assisted by the UNR Extension Service) which conducted an experimental studyusing pre and posttests to measure the effect of the Making up Your Mind About Alcoholprogram.

Finding

Most school districts conducted fairly
comprehensive needs assessments that
included results from statewide sur-
veys and other local data.

Only one school district reported the collection of longitudinal data: Elko County SchoolDistrict began tracking a cohort of 8th graders using a survey developed by the UNR Ex-tension Services. The survey will track the incidence of self-reported, substance abuseand violence statistics every two years.

Nevada Department ofEducation 48
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Findings

The evaluation of substance abuse prevention programs used in Nevada public schoolsidentified several important findings that the Nevada Department of Education and localschool districts can use to improve substance abuse prevention efforts. The findings are:
Current trends in substance abuse and prevention behaviors show that

Alcohol continues to be the drug of choice among Nevada students; however,some progress has been made. That is, the percentage of students who had a drinkbefore the age of 13 decreased and the percentage of students who had at least onedrink decreased. "Binge drinking" seems to be decreasing, but Nevada studentsare still above the national average for binge drinking.

Tobacco use is declining in most areas: the percentage of students who smokedtobacco before the age of 13 decreased and daily smoking seems to have de-creased. Only the lifetime use of smoking tobacco remained stable. The lifetimeand frequent use of chewing tobacco is declining. The lifetime and frequent use ofsmoking and chewing tobacco is below the national average.
The use of marijuana seems to be increasing and Nevada students are above thenational average. Although the percentage of students who used marijuana beforethe age of 13 decreased, its frequent use has increased, and lifetime use of mari-juana has leveled off. Nevada students exceed the national levels for both lifetimeand frequent use.

The use of other drugs by Nevada students remains relatively low. The use ofthese drugs, other than cocaine, seems to have peaked and is now declining. Life-time use of cocaine, however, has increased substantially and has surpasses na-tional rates. Frequent use of cocaine seems to have peaked and appears to bedeclining.

The percentage of students who reported fighting on school property or bringing aweapon to school has declined. The percentage of students who fight frequentlyor bring weapons to school frequently, however, has remained stable.
The prevalence rate of students who rode in a vehicle with someone under the in-fluence decreased and the percentage of students who reported doing this behav-ior frequently remained stable. The percentage of students driving under theinfluence (both prevalence and frequent rates) increased slightly over previousyears.

Use of alcohol and marijuana on school property has increased.

49
Nevada Department ofEducation

38



Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

Nevada schools use a wide variety of commercial, locally developed, and generalprogram models in substance abuse and violence prevention programs.
Most substance abuse and violence prevention programs in Nevada are universal pro-grams rather than selective and indicated programs.

Most schools districts implemented prevention efforts that included multiple compo-nents.

Nevada public Schools use five primary substance abuse prevention programs:D.A.R.E., Here's Looking at You 2000. Natural Helpers, Student Assistance Pro-grams (SAP), and Counselor Programs.

The five primary substance abuse prevention programs in Nevada include an effectiveprogram, two promising practices, a programs that is not as effective, and a programthat has not been researched.

Nevada school districts implement six other frequently used substance abuse preven-tion programs and practices: Positive Alternative Activities, Quest, Know Your Body,Project ALERT, Peer Mentoring Programs, and Summer School Programs.
Three of the other frequently used substance abuse prevention programs in Nevadaare effective or promising; however, the other three programs have not been ade-quately researched to determine their effectiveness.
The frequently used commercial substance abuse programs in Nevada include most ofthe best practices in substance abuse prevention.

Nevada school districts report they have implemented a developmentally appropriateprevention curriculum that actively engages students in prevention issues.
Nevada schools districts report they can improve their prevention efforts by more ac-tively involving parents and the community, and by providing additional staff trainingespecially in helping teachers integrate prevention instruction into other subject areas.
Most school districts conducted fairly comprehensive needs assessments that includedresults from statewide surveys and other local data.

Most districts did not conduct systematic evaluations of their substance abuse andviolence prevention programs nor measure progress toward meeting program goals.
The overall conclusion of the study is that Nevada school districts are similar to otherschool districts across the nation. While Nevada school districts implement some effec-tive research-based programs and practices, most programs currently in place have notbeen evaluated properly.

50Nevada Department of Education
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

The evaluation was unable to answer three important questions given the scope and shorttimeframe for the study. The evaluation was unable to link programs with outcomes, todetermine whether programs are implemented consistently across schools and classroomswithin each district, and whether each student receives an integrated, comprehensive sub-stance abuse program from the various practices and programs that districts implement.Nevada and individual school districts must conduct a more comprehensive study to an-swer these three important questions.

5 1
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Nevada Substance Abuse and Violence Prevention Programs

Recommendations
The evaluation of substance abuse programs in Nevada should be interpreted within thecontext that the identification of effective practices and programs in substance abuse pre-vention is relatively recent. When Nevada school districts, as well as any other schooldistrict across the nation, selected the substance abuse programs that they currently im-plement, little guidance existed. Recent research in substance prevention, however, hasnow begun to identify effective practices and programs that offers school districts acrossthe nation an opportunity to reexamine their substance abuse prevention programs for ef-fectiveness.

The findings from this evaluation are consistent with this context and suggest severalprocedures to improve the substance abuse prevention programs offered to Nevada stu-dents so that Nevada achieves safe and drug free schools for the state's children.
1. School districts should review all substance abuse prevention programs implementedin the school district based on the 16 "best practices" and the USDE Principles of Ef-fectiveness.

2. The Nevada Department of Education (NDE) should provide technical assistance tohelp school districts
Develop a comprehensive, integrated approach to substance abuse prevention thatimpacts all students during their school careers,
set measurable program goals,

select and implement effective, research-based substance abuse prevention pro-grams, and

develop and conduct procedures to measure the effectiveness of programs andmeasure progress toward achieving program goals.
3. Schools districts should develop plans to align their substance abuse prevention ef-forts with their review of the programs and with the technical assistance provided byNDE about effective programs and practices.

4. The Nevada Department of Education, in conjunction with the committee establishedunder Assembly Bill 376, develop plans to implement the recommendations listedabove.

Nevada Department of Education 5
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Nevada Department of EducationSafe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act

Progress Report
1997-98

Local District Survey
Part 2: School Drug Prevention Programs

Please complete and return Part 1Background Information and Part 2School DrugPrevention Program surveys and mail (with attachments) in one package no later thanApril 24, 1998 to:

Michael Fitzgerald, Coordinator
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities

Nevada Department of Education
Health and Safety Team

700 E. 5th Street
Carson City, Nevada 89701-9050
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

General Directions for Completing Survey
Part 2 of the SDFSCA Survey is concerned with program design and the instructional andplanning components ofyour district's drug prevention program. Please complete thissurvey for your entire district drug prevention program for the 1997-98 school year.
Program Design

1. Which of the following comprehensive health and drug prevention programs does thedistrict use? (Identify the No. of Schools, etc., for each of the programs used in thedistrict).

Comprehensive Health and Drug Prevention Pro-grams No. of
Schools

Grade Lev-
els

No. of Stu-
dents

a) D.A.R.E. (Drug Abuse Resistance Education)

b) Here's Looking at You 2000

c) Know Your Body

d) Project Alert

e) Quest: Skills for Growing, Adolescence, or Action

f) Positive Action

g) Natural Helpers

h) Nevada Health Course of Study

i) Other (Specify)

j) Other (Specify)

k) Other (Specify)

1) Locally developed program (Specify)

m) Locally developed program (Specify)

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

Program Implementation
DirectionsRate the degree to which the entire district drug prevention program con-tains each of the program components by circling the choices in the rating scale from 1 to5. Refer to the descriptors when rating the program. An important part of the rating scaleis the likelihood that every student in the district would be exposed to the program com-ponent (at the rating given). This is based on the assumption that schools offer differentdrug prevention curricula and that different curricula may emphasize different programcomponents. Under each rating scale, then, please estimate the percentage of students (orschools) that receive (or cover) the program component at the rating given. For example,if five of the ten elementary schools in the district offer a drug prevention curricula thatrates a "5" on Social Resistance Skills, then 50% of the student population would be ex-posed to the program component (at the rating given, i.e., "5"). (Below the choice boxes,please provide a short summary ofevidence supporting your choice.)

2. Social Resistance Skills: The program teaches students the skills to resist drugs. These skillsinclude social competencies, communication, peer relationships, assertiveness, and under-standing media influences.

1 2 3 4 5These skills get little or no coverage
in the program. These skills receive a moderate

amount of coverage in the program.
Teachers attempt to teach some of

the skills to students.

These skills receive major coverage
in the program. Teachers emphasize
these skills in drug prevention les-

sons.Percent of students/schools:
Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

3. Normative Education: The program teaches students that most people do not, in fact, usedrugs.

1 2 3 4 5
This concept gets little or no cover-

age in the program. This concept receives a moderate
amount of coverage in the program.
Teachers attempt to teach some of

this concept to students.

This concept receives major cover-
age in the program. Teachers em-

phasize this concept in lessons.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

4. Life Skills: The program teaches a broad range of self-management skills including self-esteem, decision making, problem solving, communication skills, and resilience.

1 2 3 4 5
These skills get little or no coverage

in the program. Teachers provide
little coverage of these skills.

These skills receive a moderate
amount of coverage in the program.
Teachers attempt to teach some of

the skills to students.

These skills receive major coverage
in the program. Teachers emphasize
these skills in drug prevention les-

sons.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPYAVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

5. Developmentally Appropriate Curriculum: The program contents and activities are appro-priate to the age level of the students served.

1 2 3 4 5
The materials are not appropriate to
the interests and ability levels of
students. Materials are either too

advanced or too juvenile for older
students.

Some of the materials are appropri-
ate to the interests and ability levels
of students. Other materials are not
geared to the appropriate aze level.

The materials are entirely appropri-
ate for the age group with whom

they are being used.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

6. Length of Intervention: The program is of sufficient duration and has an adequate numberof lessons.

1 2 3 4 5
The program is of short duration

(one year or less) and contains fewer
than ten lessons.

. -

The program spans at least two
years with at least 10-15 lessons per

year.

The program spans three years or
more and contains at least 10-15

lessons per year.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence: (Please indicate the number of years and lessons per year covered by the program).

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

7. Cultural Relevance: The program is relevant to the cultural groups represented in theschool.

1 2 3 4 5
The program does not match the
cultural needs of students in the

school. Cultural groups do not iden-
tify with the information in the pro-

gram.

The program addresses the cultural
needs of some students at the

schools, but additional materials are
needed to address other populations.

The program was designed to match
the cultural needs of students. Mate-
rials show an understanding of the:-.,

culture of the students.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

8. Parent Involvement: The program has information and activities to involve parents in thedrug prevention program.

1 2 3 4 5
The program has little or no parent

activities or information. The program has some parent ac-
tivities and information, but more or
better quality information is needed.

The program has excellent materials
and resources for parent involve-

ment and activities.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

9. Community Involvement: The program has a community involvement component that helpstie activities in school with drug prevention activities in the community.

1 2 3 4 5
The program provides little or no

information about how to tie school
activities to the community.

The program has some information
and activities about involving the

community, but more information is
needed.

The program has a numberof ex-
cellent resources for involving the

community in the school prevention
program.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

10. Target Population: The program is geared to the identified needs of students. For example,programs for at risk students are more intensive, or those for pregnant teens or student ath-letes are geared more to their specific needs and concerns.

1 2 3 4 5
The program has little or no rele-

vance to the students for whom it is
being provided. Materials do not

address their needs

The program has some relevance to
the target group, but could have

more specific information related to
their needs.

The program is completely appro-
priate to the target audience. Most or

all materials are relevant to their
needs.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence: (Please identify specific target groups (special populations) and the degree of relevance of theprogram for their needs).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

11. Curriculum Infusion: To the extent possible, the prevention program has been integrated
with other subject areas in the school. For instance, problem solving and decision making are
taught through social studies or language arts.

1 2 3 4 5

The program is taught in isolation
from other subject areas and has
little connection with other disci-

plines.

The drug program is integrated with
other subject areas to some extent in
some classrooms, but more integra-

tion is needed.

Most drug prevention activities are
fully integrated with other subject

areas in almost all classrooms.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

12. Instructional Strategies: Teaching strategies are consistent with program goals and out-
comes. For instance, teachers use role playing, small group discussion and peer-led activities
when appropriate.

1 2 3 4 5
Most teaching involves didactic
teaching with information being

given to students. Very little discus-
sion or class activities occur.

The teacher provides informa-
tion/lectures students about half the
time, and there are some instances

of class discussion, role-playing and
peer-led activities.

The instructional strategies are var-
ied and rich and are appropriate to
the information or concepts being

presented. Students have ample op-
portunities for discussion and active

involvement.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

62
7 Nevada Department of Education



District Drug Prevention Program Survey

13. Staff Training: Sufficient staff training has been provided to teachers. This training hasequipped them with a wide variety of instructional skills and information about drug preven-tion.

1 2 3 4 5
Staff training has been minimal. Most staff have had two or more

Virtually all instructional staff have
Very few staff have had two or more days of in-service training devoted

had several days of training in ef-in-service days devoted to drug pre- to drug prevention instruction. This
fective drug prevention. The skills

vention programs. The training has training has had some impact on
they have learned are evident in the

had little or no effect on teaching their ability to deliver quality in-
classroom. Building leadership havestyles.

struction.
also received training in drug pre-

vention.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

14. Teacher Materials: Teacher materials are complete, easy to follow, and provide informationon purpose of activities, time required, and which lessons are most important when instruc-tional time is limited.

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher materials are not adequate
to provide quality instruction. The
instructions are not clear and the
lessons are sometimes confusing.

The program contains some good
materials, but the quality is not con-

sistent throughout the program.
Some instructional areas are weak

and not fully developed.

The materials and instructions are
clear and concise and give excellent
advice on how to structure the pro-
gram. Information materials are
relevant, thorough, and accurate.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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15. Student Materials: Student materials are comprehensive, factual, interesting, and appropri-ate to student developmental levels.

1 2 3 4 5
Student materials are poorly devel-
oped and do not capture the interest
of students. The accuracy of some

information is questionable.

Student materials have some good
qualities. but there are some short-
comings. Some materials are not

interesting to students and may not
be completely accurate or up-to-

date.

The materials for students are ex-
cellent. They capture student interest

and are accurate and up-to-date.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

16. Support Services: The program provides a student assistance program and counseling forstudents as needed.

1 2 3 4 5
Little or no individual assistance is
available beyond the classroom for
students. Teachers must provide
individual assistance as needed.

.

Some individual assistance is avail-
able for students e.g., Student As-

sistance Program (SAP), peer helper
program, but more is needed. Not all
students can get special assistance.

_

Several outside resources are avail-
able for students who need individ-
ual assistance. Assistance is timely

and thorough.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

17. Implementation of Core Program Components: The basic content, structure, and delivery of the
program have been implemented as intended by program developers.

1 2 3 4 5

Many features of the program such
as materials, number of lessons

taught, or professional development
were eliminated or reduced when
the program was implemented.

Most of the original program fea-
tures are being implemented but
some important elements were

eliminated, or not implemented in
all classroom/schools.

_

The program is being implemented
virtually in its entirety in all schools

and classrooms as it was intended
when developed.

.,.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence: (Explain which program components have been shortened or eliminated)

18. Needs Assessment: District schools have made a systematic effort to identify student needs
and set instructional priorities for selection of the prevention program.

1 2 3 4 5

Little student needs assessment in-
formation was used to determine the

type of program to be selected.

Some student needs assessment in-
formation was obtained e.g., student
use survey. It was used to set some
general parameters for selecting a

program.

A comprehensive assessment of
student needs was conducted before
selecting the program. This infor-

mation was used to select a program
that matched the needs of students.

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998 10
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

19. Program Selection: District schools have examined the research base on effective practices
prior to selecting a new program.

1 2 3 4 5

Little or no research information
was consulted prior to program se-

lection. Selection was determined by
reading brochures or information

about commercial programs.

Some research was conducted prior
to selecting a program. but more

investigation could have been con-
ducted.

A thorough search of the research
literature was conducted prior to

selection of the prevention program.
It is consistent with the district's

long range plan

Percent of students/schools:

Evidence:

Part 2March 25, 1998
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District Drug Prevention Program Survey

20. Several types of evaluation activities can be use to evaluate drug prevention pro-grams. Please indicate (yes or no) which of the following methods have been con-ducted at the district level since 1993-94. (Please submit any reports or results of thepreceding evaluations you have indicated as having completed).

EVALUATION METHODS Yes No

PROCESS ASSESSMENTS

Program implementationdocumentation of program activi-
ties, records of number of staff trained, numbers of individuals
served, etc.

Quality ofprogram implementationimpressions of students
or staff regarding the quality of programs or services provided;
e.g., evaluation of a training program, questionnaires collected
from participants at the close of a special events regarding their
reaction to the event.

OUTCOME OR IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

LongitudinalLongitudinal data collection of outcomes
measures (includes repeated measures on the same group of
students; e.g., administering student use surveys to the same
group of students as the progress through various grades).

Cross SectionalCross sectional data collection of outcome
measures (includes administration of repeated measures on the
same students; e.g., student use surveys administered to 10th
graders every year with comparisons made between one year's
tenth graders and the next year's tenth graders).

Pre/Post TestsComparison of pre and post assessments on
the group receiving services.

National and State ComparisonsComparison of outcome
measures for district students with national or state averages.

ExperimentalDesignComparison of outcome measures for
a treatment group (students receiving the program) and a con-
trol group (students who do not receive the program).

Part 2March 25, 1998
6 7
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Examples of Effective Programs

Applying Effective Strategies identified 52 research-based programs described as effective in at
least one evaluation of the research on prevention programs. USED and EDC staff reviewed the
programs list and concluded, upon further investigation of the literature (i.e., individual program
evaluations) that the programs be identified as either "effective" or "promising." It is not a com-
plete list: more programs will be identified in the future.

Effective Programs. The following programs are research-based and have consistently produced
results as reported in the literature on substance abuse, violence and disruptive behavior preven-
tion.

Across Ages
Adolescent Training and Learning
Anger Coping Intervention (Lohman)
BASIS Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America
Bry's Behavioral Monitoring and Reinforcement Program
Bullying Prevention Program
Child Development Project (CDP)
Effective School Project
Families and School Together (FAST)
Focus on Families
Growing Healthy
Life Skills Training (LST) Program
The Midwestern Prevention Project (MPP)
Preparing for the Drug-Free Years
Project Northland
Project PATHE
Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies
Quantum Opportunities
Reconnecting Youth (RY)
Rotheram's Social Skills Training (RSST)
Strengthening Families Program (SFP)
Structural Family Therapy (SFT) Program for Hispanic Families
Student Training Through Urban Strategies (STATUS)
Weissberg's Social Competence Promotion Program (WSCPP)
Young Negotiators



The following programs can also be categorized as research-based. However, only certain as-pects of the program have been shown to produce desired changes in knowledge, attitudes, prac-tices, and skills.

Adolescent Alcohol Prevention Trial (AAPT)
Adolescent Transitions Program (ATP)
Alcohol Misuse Prevention Program
CHOICE Interventions
Here's Looking at You, Two and 2000
I'm Special
Nebraska Network of Drug-Free Youth Program
Project ALERT
Project CARE
Project SMART/SMART Leaders
Project Success
School Transitional Environment Project (STEP)
Seattle Social Development Project
Teenage Health Teaching Modules

Promising Programs. The following programs are promising. They have been recognized pub-licly and have appeared in a professional journal or publication. However, they have not beenfully evaluated, and/or evaluation results are pending.

Effective Behavior Support (EBS)
First Step to Success
Lane School Program
Multimodel School-Based Prevention Demonstration
PeaceBuilders
Positive Adolescent Choices Training (PACT)
Project ACHIEVE
The Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (RCCP)
Second Step: A Violence Prevention Curriculum
Society-based programs, including: community policing; public service announcements,warning of dangers of drug use and other risk-taking behaviors; drug supply interdiction toincrease retail drug (i.e., tobacco) prices; and increased taxes on alcohol and tobaccoWesterly Public Schools Program Systemwide Efforts in Westerly, New Jersey
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